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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.
Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees dpon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in theit commumities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prcvalent in part becanse
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income :
housebolds who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companjes insist upon before
getting a phone. 'With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards 2 priority.

Sincerely, —

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin :
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
Congressperson
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumners, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such-price hikes are precisely what the FCC-will do if it inflicts-new “in-state”-access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consurners by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

Sy

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 10,2004 o

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell teJephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. Yf they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I inplore
you to keep the needs of consurmers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there 1s a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia. :

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and othc;: products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four Jarge
corporations,

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paijd calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely, @g;&
Thila Al

ccs: . Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
' Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Commumications Comtnission
445 12th Street, S.W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, drawatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bcll companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
cxample, is connected to a “‘platformr” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this

“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other prOdI'ICtS; Consutners don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especijally when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations. .

I am aware that the lang distance companies and others that sell pre-paid célling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door

on this issue.
Smccrcly, /ﬂ/ W % %‘ﬂlr// }J(‘V

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abemathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator '
Senator
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

" Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Déar Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work op this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consurners in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. . The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
exarnple, is connected to a “platfoxm’ in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a messgge about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are a]feédy rising for gas, milk and other products. Cc;nsumsrs don’t need higher prices for
-phone calls 100, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of cousumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely, /@Mw%w f oA /V )/

ccs: Commzssmncr Kathleen Q. Abernal:hy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner J onathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

‘Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 amn writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher -
rates — for consurers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’ in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. -The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one fram Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to N ebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want 1o treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already riSiug for gas, milk and other p:roducts Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now tamc for the FCC to weigh in on the s1dc of consumers and show the Bell compames the door

¢ccs: Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Cornission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telepbone companies to circurnvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates —~ in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform’ in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then -
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell compames actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products.. Consumers don’t need higher prices for

~ phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large

corporations.

T am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their custoroers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. .

Sxﬁcerely

JM ﬂwm

Q-

Commissioner Xathleen Q. Abcmathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps

. Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Ahoos/o11
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell ,
Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circurnvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling.card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher

. rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consurers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this

. “platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can ievy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations. .

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effott to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely, )fv\b
' P \a \ L3 T

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michae] J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates —~ in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses 2 pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a corppany, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as cornmon sense, state

. that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
. state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actval
costs, which are only a fractiop of what they want to charge consumers.

' Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products Consumers don’t need hlgher pnces for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four: large
corporations.

1 am aware that the long distance compenies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to wcxgh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerel}l ﬁ_

ccs: Commissioner Kathlegn Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator :
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commaission
445 12th Street, SW.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chajrman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the Jocal Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the peeds of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform™ in another state - let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, pon-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

“~Prices afe already rising Tor gas, Ik and ofher products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for

phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. Itis
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

Sincerely,

@mml

Comimissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator

Senator

@o09/011
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Cormmission
445 12th Street, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

RRE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

Military personnel stationed in the U.S. and all over the world rely heavily upon low-cost
telecommunications services to keep in touch with family and friends back home. But pending
before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce new charges and fees on these cards that we
depend upon to stay connected, immediately harming the tens of thousands of American service
men and women stationed worldwide.

1 understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on
certain prepaid calling card services. American service personnel, particularly those who move
frequently, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to keep in touch with their families at set,
affordable rates.

. As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, military personnel

could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly harm individuals who are most in need of vital phone service to keep
their loved ones within reach.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards for our service men and women. Please look out for our
military personnel and refuse 1o impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services.

ccs!  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commisgioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Scuator

@o1o/011
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington; DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chajrman Powell:

T am writing to add my voice to the growing pumber of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates ~ for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, 1 1mplore
you to kcep the needs of copsumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a ressage about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of soroeone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state

. that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because therc is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

Bur the Bell companies want to treat this as a single io-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers. :

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products, Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four la.rge
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and othezs that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to wcxgh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue,

= Uneghe Gl va

ccs: Commissioper Kathlecn Q. Abernathy
Commmissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Senator- '
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W. .

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
‘you to keep the needs of consurners in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for

" example, is connected to a “platform” in another state -- let’s say in Nebraska. From this.
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current niles, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are already nsmg for gas, milk and other proﬁucts : Consumers don’t need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. Itis
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. '

Sincerely,

ccs:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Cornmissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Comumissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
Sepator :
" Senator
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Tuly 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Doacket No. 03-133
Dear Chairphan Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers.in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to taxget those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or lier PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for

_examople, is connected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this

_“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia. -

But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
~  state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumners.

" Prices are aiready ﬁsiri;! for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need highér prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers” interests in this manner. It is
now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue. :

Sincerely,

QDT Phile P

ces:  Coramissioner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commiissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S, Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No, 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services. '

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable altemative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But such price hikes are precisely what the FCC will do if it inflicts new “in-state” access
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funne] directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
least afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-paid calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely,

—_—
\O , DU 2056

ccs: %éom%ioner %ﬁchécfgc'opps
Commissioner Kathleen hy
Cormmissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

1 am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates — in many cases, dramatically higher
rates = for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell companies want to target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid call.ing card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
example, is connected to a “platform” in another state —~let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Nebraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

- But the Bell companies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees have no relationship whatsoever to the Bell compamcs actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consumers.

Prices are akready rising'fcn; gﬁs, milk ahél_other products.' Consumers don't need higher prices for
phone calls too, especially when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calling cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is

now time for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
on this issue.

300 add W,

ces:  Commissioner Kathleen Q. Abcrnaﬂly
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein’
Senator :
Senator
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Tuly 10, 2004

.Chairman Michael K. Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W,

Washington, DC 20554

Re: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to add my voice to the growing number of groups and individuals opposed to efforts
by the local Bell telephone companies to circumvent current rules on calls placed with a pre-paid
calling card. If they succeed, it will result in higher rates ~ in many cases, dramatically higher
1ates — for consumers who place the calls. As you approach your work on this docket, I implore
you to keep the needs of consumers in mind rather than the pleadings of the four Bell companies.

The Bell conipanies want 1o target those calls in which a caller uses a pre-paid calling card and
dials a toll-free number, along with his or her PIN. The caller, who may be in Virginia, for
exarople, is connected to a “platform” in another state — let’s say in Nebraska. From this
“platform,” he or she hears a message about a company, non-profit or person. The caller then
dials the telephone number of someone in Virginia. Current rules, as well as common sense, state
that this represents two calls, one from Virginia to Nebraska and one from Nebraska to Virginia.
Both calls are subject to interstate access charges because there is a call to Ncbraska and then a
separate call to Virginia.

But the Bell compaﬁies want to treat this as a single in-state call so they can levy exorbitant in-
state access charges. Such fees bave no relationship whatsoever to the Bell companies’ actual
costs, which are only a fraction of what they want to charge consurmers.

Prices are already rising for gas, milk and other products. Consumers don’t need higher prices for °
phone calls too, cspecxally when these higher rates represent a blatant giveaway to four large
corporations.

I am aware that the long distance companies and others that sell pre-paid calhng cards have
weighed in with the FCC in an effort to protect their customers’ interests in this manner. It is
. now tme for the FCC to weigh in on the side of consumers and show the Bell companies the door
. on this issue.

. ) . [ -
Sincerely, CA’P'M Y C% fb‘&/ /% /%

ces:  Commissjoner Kathleen Q. Abernathy
Commissioner Michael J. Copps
Commissioner Kevin J. Martin
Commissioner Jonathan S. Adelstein
‘Senator
Senator
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July 10, 2004

Chaignan Michael Powell

Federal Communications Comrnission
445 12th Street, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133
Dear Chairman Powell:

I am writing to ask that the FCC not impose new hidden charges and fees on prepaid
calling card services.

Minorities, lower-income families, senior citizens, immigrants, college students and
military families rely upon calling card services for a variety of needs. Many of these
consumers do not have the credit, bank accounts, or surplus cash to pay a large deposit
for local telephone service. For these consumers, a prepaid card may be the only option
they have to stay connected — to make phone calls to look for a job, for affordable
housing, make a doctor’s appointment, or stay in touch with family and friends. These
cards offer convenience and predictable costs.

In economically disadvantaged areas, consumers literally risk being disconnected if the
prices of these cards increase. Prepaid calling cards are indispensable for these and other
consumer groups because they are an affordable alternative to regular and wireless
telephone services.

But-such price hikes-are precisely what the FEC will de-if it inflists-new “in-state” aceess
charges and other fees on pre-paid cards. The fees would funnel directly to large local
telephone companies while the burden would fall squarely upon those consumers that can
Jeast afford to bear it. Adding access charges and fees will substantially increase the cost
of providing pre-paid cards at affordable prices, jeopardizing the savings provided by
these cards.

Please stop any effort to raise the costs of pre-pajd calling card consumers by deciding
that these services are not subject to exorbitant new access charges and other fees.

Sincerely, %Zf/
W%@Z Sersg€

ccs:  Commussioner Michael Copps
Comumissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money. :

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, ot schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

&SXM/MA/ ’\j‘“‘ “o

issioner Michae] Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kcvin Martin

Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator

Senator
Congressperson

Sincerely,

Ki001/008
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.

‘Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133 -

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community js particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part becanse
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices alrcady holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
househbolds who are on fixed incomes depend eatirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that Jocal phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephoncs
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

1 simply find it unimaginable that the ECC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephetie companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should 5 up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin

Commissioner Jonathap Adelstein
Senator

Senator
Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino housebolds use them. Indeed, haif of the households with incomes

below $20,000 have used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money. - )

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many Jow-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we Jook for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such

charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Sincerely, ’ [

Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy

Mé% Commissioner Michael Copps M g /V I/ ﬁk/; /

Commissioner Kevin Martin

Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator

Senator
Congressperson




07/19/2004 13:51 FAX
. , @oo4/008

July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should net impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, you will simply drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 bave used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
households who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service because they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, consumers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected” as we fook for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

1 simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards. :
Some of the nation’s largest telephone companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such ~ =~
charges. The FCC should s up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping

Sincerely,

ces:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissjoner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissjoner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator
Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission -
445 12th Street, S.W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Chairman Powell:

The FCC should not impose new access charges and fees upon prepaid calling cards. If you
move to increase the cost of these cards, yon will simpty drive up the cost for minority or
disadvantaged individuals to stay in touch in their communities.

The Latino community is particularly sensitive to any price increase for pre-paid calling cards;
approximately 43% of Latino households use them. Indeed, half of the households with incomes
below $20,000 bave used prepaid cards. Pre-paid calling cards are so prevalent in part because
they save consumers money.

With gas and milk prices already holding fixed and low income consumers hostage, we should
not be faced with rising telephone service costs as well. In particular, many low-income
bouseholds who are on fixed incomes depend entirely upon prepaid service becaunse they cannot
meet the credit rating or hefty deposit requirements that local phone companies insist upon before
getting a phone. With prepaid cards, conswmers can make calls from payphones or the telephones
of family members and neighbors. We can use these cards to stay “connected™ as we look for
jobs, hunt for houses, or schedule many of the other daily appointments that we all have.

I simply find it unimaginable that the FCC would impose new charges and fees on these cards.
Some of the nation’s largest telephene companies would be the largest beneficiaries of such
charges. The FCC should stand up for consumer interests over corporate gain by keeping
affordable prepaid calling cards a priority.

Commissioner Kevin Martin
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator

Senstor

Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S W.

Washington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

s

Dear Chairman Powell:

Latino and other minority communities rely upon low-cost telecommunications services to
accomplish many every day tasks, from looking for a job or affordable housing 10 staying in
touch with family and friends. But pending before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce *

new charges and fees upon services upon which we depend, immediately harming millions of
Latinos and other consumers nationwide.

1 understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on

certain prepaid calling card services. Many Latinos, particularly those on fixed incomes or those

establishing a credit history, bank accounts and other means necessary to subscribe 10 Jocal -
telephone service, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to stay connected at set affordable rates.

Students, :mmxgrants, senior citizens, and others face similar challenges.

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, many consumers
could, quite literally, be left without access 1o telephone service. Rmsmg the price of prepaid
calling cards wil} directly harm individuals who can least afford price increases.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards to disadvantaged consumers, Allowing the Jarge, local
telephone companies to collect such charges, even when they do not sell the calling card to a
customer, would drive up prices; thus making these services substantially less affordable. Please

look out for consumers and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card
services,

ccs:  Commissioner Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin

‘Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein .
Senator

Senator
Congressperson
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July 7, 2004

Chairman Michael Powell

Federal Communications Commission
445 12th Street, S.W.

Wasbington, DC 20554

RE: WC Docket No. 03-133

Dear Chairman Powell: i ,
Latino and other minority communities rely upon low-cost telecommunications services to
accomplish many every day tasks, from looking for a job or affordable housing to staying in
touch with family and friends. But pending before the FCC is a proposal that would introduce *

new charges and fees upon services upon which we depend, immediately harming millions of
Latinos and other consumers nationwide,

I understand that the FCC is considering applying “in-state” access charges and other fees on

certain prepaid calling card services. Many Latinos, particularly those on fixed incomes or those

establishing a credit history, bank accounts and other means necessary to subscribe 1o Jocal i
telephone service, rely upon these prepaid calling cards to stay connected at set affordable rates,

Students, immigrants, senior citizens, and others face similar cballenges.

As a result, prepaid calling cards are the only option available — without them, many consumers
could, quite literally, be left without access to telephone service. Raising the price of prepaid
calling cards will directly harm individuals who can least afford price increases.

Imposing in-state charges would amount to a substantial increase in the cost of prepaid calls,
destroying the utility of calling cards to disadvantaged consumers. Allowing the large, Jocal
telephone companies to collect such charges, even when they do not sell the calling card to a
customer, would drive up prices; thus making these services substantially less affordable. Please
look out for consumers and refuse to impose new access charges and fees on prepaid calling card

services.
Sincerely, : ,
I .
A D Yo — Geon
ces:  Commissioper Michael Copps
Commissioner Kathleen Abernathy
Commissioner Kevin Martin :
Commissioner Jonathan Adelstein
Senator
Senator

Congressperson




